
STOP 



Early Journal Content on JSTOR, Free to Anyone in the World 

This article is one of nearly 500,000 scholarly works digitized and made freely available to everyone in 
the world byJSTOR. 

Known as the Early Journal Content, this set of works include research articles, news, letters, and other 
writings published in more than 200 of the oldest leading academic journals. The works date from the 
mid-seventeenth to the early twentieth centuries. 

We encourage people to read and share the Early Journal Content openly and to tell others that this 
resource exists. People may post this content online or redistribute in any way for non-commercial 
purposes. 

Read more about Early Journal Content at http://about.istor.org/participate-istor/individuals/early- 
journal-content . 



JSTOR is a digital library of academic journals, books, and primary source objects. JSTOR helps people 
discover, use, and build upon a wide range of content through a powerful research and teaching 
platform, and preserves this content for future generations. JSTOR is part of ITHAKA, a not-for-profit 
organization that also includes Ithaka S+R and Portico. For more information about JSTOR, please 
contact support@jstor.org. 



474 HARVARD LAW REVIEW 

Labor Unions — Sherman Act — Lawful Methods of Unionization. — 
At the suit of a West Virginia coal company, the District Court for Indiana 
enjoined the defendants, ofi&cers of the United Mine Workers resident in In- 
diana, from further unionization of the non-union coal fields of Mingo County, 
West Virginia, and Pike County, Kentucky, as in violation of the Sherman 
Act. The defendants appealed to the Circuit Court of Appeals for the Seventh 
Circuit. Held, that the preliminary injunction be modified so as to check 
merely the iUegal interfering acts set forth in the afiidavits. Gasaway 
V. The Borderland Coal Corporation, U. S. Circ. Ct. of Appeals, 7th Circ. , Dec. 
IS, 1921. 

For a discussion of the principles involved, see Notes, supra, p. 459. 

Landlord and Tenant — Assignment and Subletting — Right of 
Grantee of Reversion to Enter for Condition Broken Prior to Grant. 
— X leased certain land to the defendant, the lease containing a covenant by 
the lessee not to erect certain buildings, and a provision for re-entry on breach 
of covenant. The defendant broke the covenant. X, without having waived 
the breach, conveyed the premises to the plaintiff "subject to and with the 
benefit of the lease." The plaintiff knew of the breach. A statute allows 
rights of entry for covenants already broken to be assigned, (i & 2 Geo. s, 
c- 37i § 2.) The plaintiff seeks to re-enter. Held, that judgment be entered 
for the defendant. Davenport v. Smith, [1921] 2 Ch. 270. 

This case is the latest manifestation of the apparently implacable hostility 
of the EngUsh courts to the assignment of rights of entry for condition broken. 
Originally they fell under the common-law principle which forbade the assign- 
ment of any chose in action, to prevent champerty. See i Tiffany, Land- 
lord AND Tenant, § 149 (b). A statute made rights of entry transferable 
with the reversion after estates for life and years. 32 Hen. 8, c. 34. But the 
statute was held not to apply if the condition was already broken at the time 
of the assignment. Lewes v. Ridge, Cro. Eliz. 863. A later statute made future 
interests, including rights of entry, assignable. 8 & 9 Vict., c. 106, § 6. But 
this statute again was partially construed away. Hunt v. Bishop, 8 Ex. 675, 
680. Now another statute expressly allows the transfer of rights of entry for 
conditions already broken, i & 2 Geo. 5, c. 37, § 2. The principal case 
weakens its effect by holding that the breach is waived by accepting an assign- 
ment of the premises "subject to and with the benefit of the lease." When a 
condition is broken, the reversioner may elect to enter or to treat the tenancy 
as continuing. See Green's Case, Cro. Eliz. 3; Ward v. Day, 4 B. & S. 337. 
See also 2 Totany, Landlord and Tenant, § 194 (i) c & f. The court holds 
that the plaintiff has manifested a choice of the latter alternative. Certainly 
mere acceptance of the assignment is not an election, and it is hard to see that 
the words used add anything to the acceptance. 

Legacies and Devises — Classification — Bequest of Amount of 
Stock Owned by Testator. — The testatrix left a wiU bequeathing to her 
father "£948 3 s 11 d Queensland 3}^ per cent. Inscribed Stock" and to her 
mother "£613 18 s 11 d Victoria $}^ per cent. Consolidated Stock and £300 
Queensland 3 per cent. Stock." At the date of the will she was possessed of 
the exact three sums of stock and no more. Later she disposed of these and 
at her death owned no stock whatever. A summons was issued to determine 
whether the legacies are general or specific. Held, that the legacies are general. 
In re Willcocks, [1921] 2 Ch. 327. 

It is said that, in determining whether a legacy is general or specific, the 
intent of the testator is controlling. See Humphrey v. Robinson, 52 Him, 200, 
204, s N. Y. Supp. 164, 166. But the accuracy of this statement is open to 
question. Because specific legacies are subject to ademption, courts have de- 



